Keeping our scientific perspective in this explosive era of biomedical research is a challenge as well as a necessity. Polonius advises giving every man our ears, but reserving our judgment. Kipling cautioned us to keep our heads when all about us are losing theirs. Yet, Samuel Johnson tartly observed that nothing retards advancement of learning more than the disposition of ignorant minds to ridicule concepts they cannot comprehend. So, how do we keep abreast of new scientific ideas while giving away our ears without losing our heads?
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Unfortunately, current standards of scientific writing leave little room for conjecture and innocent wondering. The average article in a tightly peer-reviewed journal is a case in point. The pressure by editors and reviewers on authors to avoid bold speculation is unrelenting; we require conclusions that frequently are more opaque than elucidative. This approach does not encourage the sharing of creative thoughts and new perspectives.
Therefore, starting with this issue we are bringing you a new section called "Perspectives in Diabetes." Each issue of Diabetes will begin with a highly individualized but succinct, focused piece of expository writing addressing a topical area. The purpose is to educate, probe, and raise controversies. These contributions will be invited by the editor and will come from experts who represent important areas of diabetes-related research. We hope this format will broaden our education and at the same time hold the interest, and perhaps raise the eyebrows, of the cognoscenti.
THE MORE RAPIDS WE GET, THE SLOWER WE GO
At the current monthly rate, we project that we will receive 80 manuscripts for rapid publication this year. The original intent of the "Rapid Publication" section was to provide a forum for unusually timely and important scientific observations. However, because of our total-page restrictions, the "rapid" seems to be used by some authors to circumvent the usual extensive peer-review process and to move ahead of the line of accepted manuscripts awaiting publication. This abuse diminishes the importance of the rapid and unfairly delays the publication of regular manuscripts that have undergone intense scrutiny and revision. To quote Pogo, "We has met the enemy, and it is us." Consequently, we have taken a much tougher stance in the past year about accepting rapids. We are aiming to publish 12 rapids each year-roughly 1 per issue. We hope this approach will ensure the importance and excitement of our rapid publications and the timely appearance of our regular manuscripts. This is an ideal point at which to acknowledge our reviewers for their important contributions to the journal. It is their expertise and generous help that enable us to pursue a balance of excellence and fairness. One change the editors have implemented during the past year is to telephone reviewers who live in North America before sending them manuscripts. Although this often requires several days and many calls, we feel verbal contracts with reviewers before mailing manuscripts ensures a more reliable and punctual review process. We now receive the first reviews in an average of 22 days and the second reviews in 37 days. The time elapsed from receipt of a new manuscript until a decision is sent to the authors averages 46 days. We receive decisions about rapid publications on average 10 days from the day we mail the manuscript to the reviewer. It seems doubtful that peerreview could be shortened much more and still provide thoughtful input to authors.
SI (SIGH) UNITS
It is with a sense of resignation and some trepidation that Diabetes will begin using SI units in 1988. This is an idea whose time has come, but nobody I know seems to like it. There is a growing consensus among American editors that we should cooperate more with the international community of scientists by using common scientific units. The older we are, the harder this will be. Nonetheless, it is time for old dogs to learn new tricks. Therefore, as of 1 July 1988, we will accept no manuscript for review or publication that does not use SI units. We anticipate some confusion among readers and a few annoyed authors. We will try to make the transition easier by providing conversion tables pertinent to each article on its first page. General conversion factors appear in "Instructions for Authors" in this issue. We hope all of us will come to equilibrium quickly with this change. Most important, we hope it will further the cause of improved scientific communication.
